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exposure, which might mask small but real differences between cases and
controls. Correlation studies may suffer from differences among coun-
tries such as completeness of cancer reporting, diagnostic practices, and
terminology. Furthermore, because cancer incidence (occurrence) data are
frequently not available for such studies, reliance must be placed on
mortality data instead.  Since mortality reflects survival as well as in-
cidence, it is not an ideal measure for cancer etiology, particularly for
sites where survival rates are high and have notable international vari-
ation.  These and other considerations make it especially difficult to
identify subtleties in the relationship between the degree of exposure
and risk of disease.
Most of these deficiencies in epidemiological studies of diet and
cancer are likely to result in nondifferential misclassification, thereby
reducing the likelihood that a given study will be able to demonstrate
true differences that exist between the groups compared.  Therefore, the
results of epidemiological studies may often be assumed to represent
conservative estimates of the true risk for cancer associated with the
dietary exposures of interest.
LABORATORY METHODS
As interest in the possible relationship between diet and cancer has
grown in recent years, increasing attention has been paid to the chemical
carcinogens in our diet. The foods that we eat contain a vast number of
separate chemical entitles: several thousand as additives and many times
this number as natural constituents* Most of these chemicals are present
in relatively low concentrations, but even small amounts of some potent
carcinogens might be important if they are present in commonly consumed
foods.
There are three major laboratory methods for detecting and identify-
ing chemical carcinogens: analysis of molecular structure, short-term
tests, and long-term bloassays in animals.  The first two methods provide
information about potential carcinogenicity, whereas the third provides
direct evidence of carcinogenicity in laboratory animals.
Analysis of Molecular Structure
In a review of the large body of evidence pertaining to the role of
structure-activity relationships in predicting carcinogenic activity,
Miller (1970) suggested that most, if not all, chemical carcinogens are
ultimately electron-deficient reactants (Miller, 1970).  Carcinogens have
been identified in more than a dozen chemical classes, which share no
common structural features (Miller and Miller, 1971, 1979). Furthermore,
even within classes, closely related chemicals may differ with respect to
car6inogdnicity^-e.g«, 2-acetylaminofluorene (2-AAF) is a well-known car-
cinogen in seteiral species of animals, whereas its close relative 4-*AAF
i$ ;H4t carcinogenic (Office of Technology Assessment, 1981). The pajor

